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PER CURI AM

Karima Lotfy Mkhail, a native and citizen of Egypt,
petitions for review of an order of the Board of Inmgration
Appeal s adopting and affirmng the Immgration Judge' s order
denying her applications for asylum wthholding of renoval, and
protection under the Convention Against Torture (CAT). M khai
contends that the Board and I nm gration Judge erred in finding her
ineligible for withholding of renmoval and relief pursuant to CAT.

“To qualify for wi thhol di ng of renpval, a petitioner nust
show that he faces a clear probability of persecution because of
his race, religion, nationality, nmenbership in a particul ar soci al

group, or political opinion.” Rusu v. INS, 296 F.3d 316, 324 n.13

(4th Cr. 2002) (citing INS v. Stevic, 467 U S. 407, 430 (1984)).

To qualify for protection under the Convention Against Torture, a
petitioner bears the burden of denonstrating that “it is nore
likely than not that he or she would be tortured if renpoved to the
proposed country of renmoval.” 8 C F.R § 1208.16(c)(2) (2005).
Havi ng conduct ed our review, we concl ude that substantial evidence
supports the finding that Mkhail failed to neet these standards.

We accordingly deny the petition for review. W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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